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largest recipients from the $180 billion 
AIG bailout when it received 100 cents 
on the dollar in payouts in public funds 
from the insurance giant. 

The American public is now an un-
willing majority owner in AIG. And 
with Goldman having received a back-
door bailout with public funds through 
AIG, it would only be fair to make all 
of AIG’s counterparties, including 
Goldman Sachs, buy back the CDOs at 
full price. Goldman Sachs could use the 
profits they gained from the AIG pay-
ments to pay down the billions in pub-
lic debt still held by AIG. 

If Goldman Sachs truly has regret for 
participating in activities leading up 
to the financial crisis that were ‘‘clear-
ly wrong’’ as their CEO has said and 
apologized, then Goldman Sachs should 
step up to the plate and make repara-
tions that are owed to American tax-
payers. 

f 

EQUAL PAY DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO) for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, among 
the many great benefits of the com-
monsense health reform package we 
passed last month is a guarantee that 
finally in America being a woman is no 
longer a preexisting condition. By 
bringing an end to discriminatory poli-
cies like gender rating and ensuring 
coverage for maternity, preventative, 
and wellness care, our legislation puts 
women’s health on an equal footing at 
long last. 

It is time now to do the same for 
women’s earnings. I cannot think of a 
better way to follow our historic suc-
cess on health care last month than fi-
nally signing the Paycheck Fairness 
Act into law. 

In America today women now make 
up half of the workforce. Two-thirds of 
women are either the sole breadwinner 
or co-breadwinner in their family. 
Women are also more likely than men 
to graduate from college. They run 
more than 10 million businesses with 
combined annual sales of $1.1 trillion 
and are responsible for making 80 per-
cent of the consumer buying decisions. 

Yet right now in the 21st century, 
women make only 78 cents on the dol-
lar as compared to men. Women of 
color are even worse off. African Amer-
ican women make 68 cents on the dol-
lar compared to the highest earners, 
while Hispanic women make only 57 
cents. Unmarried women, those who 
are single, widowed, divorced, or sepa-
rated, have an average annual house-
hold salary that is almost $12,000 lower 
than unmarried men, and they make a 
paltry 56 cents on the dollar when com-
pared to married men. 

Over a lifetime these disparities take 
a huge toll on women. According to the 
National Committee for Pay Equity, 
women are losing out on between 
$400,000 and $2 million on average over 
the course of a lifetime. As a result, 70 

percent of seniors living in poverty are 
women. 

This pay disparity is particularly 
galling when you consider the current 
crisis in our labor markets. It is true 
that more men have lost jobs than 
women in this recent recession, mainly 
because of the industries affected. But 
that only means that more and more 
women are forced to take on the full 
burden of keeping their families afloat, 
making the problem about smaller 
paychecks even more acute. 

The recession aside, this is not a new 
problem. In 1956 President Dwight Ei-
senhower told the Congress that ‘‘legis-
lation to apply the principle of equal 
pay for equal work without discrimina-
tion because of sex is a matter of sim-
ple justice.’’ Seven years later under 
President Kennedy, the Congress 
passed the Equal Pay Act to end the 
‘‘serious and endemic problem’’ of un-
equal wages. And 47 years later, all we 
know now is that the act is not work-
ing as intended in its current form. 
That is why we mark today Pay Equity 
Day, the day that a woman’s 2009 earn-
ings catches up with what men made 
last year. This is an occasion, quite 
frankly, I wish we no longer had to 
commemorate. 

The good news is that conditions are 
finally right to achieve real pay equity 
in America. We in the House of Rep-
resentatives have now passed the Pay-
check Fairness bill twice, legislation 
that will give real teeth to the Equal 
Pay Act at last. It simply says men and 
women in the same job, in the same 
job, should get the same amount of 
wages. You would think that that is a 
no brainer, but the fact of the matter 
is whether you are a waitress, bus driv-
er, engineer, university professor, news 
anchor, women are being paid less for 
the same job as their male counter-
parts. Those of us who serve in the 
House of Representatives, men and 
women, different parts of the country, 
different education, different skills, we 
all get paid the same amount of money. 
That is not true for most women in 
this Nation. 

Now that we have passed this in the 
House, we wait only for the United 
States Senate to act. So we are on the 
cusp of achieving real economic secu-
rity for American women. I urge my 
colleagues to impress upon the Senate 
the necessity of this legislation. We 
have a moral obligation to face this 
continuing pay equity head-on, and it 
is time to get it done. 

Our passage of health reform last 
month has shown that the American 
government can still accomplish great 
things, that we can still make this 
country a fairer, more compassionate, 
and a more humane place for people to 
live. Now let us finally ensure that 
America’s women, now half of this Na-
tion’s workforce, are treated as fairly 
and as equitably as the other half. 
Let’s give real teeth to the Equal Pay 
Act at last and make sure that women 
are respected and valued for the job 
that they do and paid the same amount 

of money in the same job that any man 
may have. What we need to do is to 
make this one of the last ‘‘Equal Pay 
Days’’ in our history. 

f 

SENATE REGULATORY REFORM 
LEGISLATION INCLUDES PERMA-
NENT, UNLIMITED BAILOUT AU-
THORITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SHERMAN) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to comment on the regulatory reform 
bill pending before the Senate. 

Senator DODD has brought a bill that 
will provide for consumer protection, 
higher capital requirements, and the 
regulation of derivatives. We need all 
that. But we have to ask the question, 
does the Senate draft increase or de-
crease the statutory authority of the 
executive branch to bail out Wall 
Street giants and their creditors and 
counterparties? 

Unfortunately, the current draft of 
the Senate bill increases bailout au-
thority. It provides, first, in Section 
210, for the use of taxpayer money 
when an insolvent institution is to be 
liquidated in order to protect the 
counterparties and the creditors of 
that institution. 

Now, Senator MCCONNELL has gone 
even further in the pro-bailout direc-
tion. He has criticized the fact that the 
Senate bill has a $50 billion advance 
fund collected from Wall Street which 
would be used before any amounts 
would be borrowed from the taxpayer. 
So Mr. MCCONNELL says do away with 
the fund but he barely comments on 
the taxpayer borrowing. The results 
will be that the Federal Government, 
when it liquidates one of these Wall 
Street giants, will be borrowing the 
first dollar from the taxpayer. 

We certainly don’t need a cir-
cumstance where we are lending money 
in order to bail out the creditors and 
counterparties of giant and improvi-
dent financial institutions and we 
haven’t even collected any of that 
money in advance. The House bill pro-
vides strict dollar limits on the 
amount that can be borrowed from the 
Treasury and sunsets this borrowing 
authority in 2013. 

Section 1155 of the Senate bill allows 
the executive branch to put unlimited 
taxpayer dollars at risk in order to 
guarantee the obligations of solvent 
banks. Now, the Senate bill does say 
that you can have this resolution of 
disapproval come before the Congress, 
but a resolution of disapproval is a 
phony device designed to give the illu-
sion of congressional control. What it 
says is that in order to stop a hundred 
billion dollar transfer of our taxpayer 
money to Wall Street, you would need 
a vote in the House and a vote in the 
Senate; then it would be vetoed by the 
executive branch; then even if you had 
an overwhelming vote in the House, as 
long as 34 Senators were in favor of the 
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